This paper reports a surprising finding from an experiment on giving to welfare recipients. The experiment tests how offers of money in n-donor dictator games are affected by 1) donors' humanitarian and egalitarian values and 2) direct information about the recipients' workpreferences. People who are self-reported humanitarians and egalitarians have giving that is highly elastic with respect to the apparent worthiness of the recipient. Among high scoring humanitarian-egalitarians, the median offer to a recipient who appeared industrious was $5.00, while the median offer to a recipient who appeared lazy was only $1.00. Among low scoring humanitarian-egalitarians, the median offer was $1.00 in both conditions. I refer to this combination of altruism and equity/reciprocity as empathic responsiveness. This finding can be rationalized by a model of inequity aversion.
Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to report and interpret a surprising finding from an experiment on the determinants of giving to the poor. In the experiment, each donor received a sum of money (the pie) and then gave an amount of his or her choosing -from 0% to 100% of the pie -to a real-life welfare recipient. Prior to the experiment, I took an attitudinal measure of donors' selfreported altruistic motives.
The measure is the Katz-Hass (1989) humanitarianismegalitarianism scale (henceforth the HE scale) which increases in agreement with the following statements (scaled from 1, "disagree strongly", to 5, "agree strongly"):
One should be kind to all people. One should find ways to help others less fortunate than oneself. A person should be concerned about the well being of others. There should be equality for everyone -because we are all human beings. Those who are unable to provide for their basic needs should be helped by others. A good society is one in which people feel responsible for one another. Everyone should have an equal chance and an equal say in most things. Acting to protect the rights and interests of other members of the community is a major obligation for all persons. Prosperous nations have a moral obligation to share some of their wealth with poor nations.
The donors were then matched with recipients who differed according to how industrious or lazy they appeared on the basis of their answers to a survey about their demographic characteristics, work preferences, and work histories.
The surprising finding of this paper is that donors who scored high on the HE scale gave significantly more to recipients who appeared industrious (and thus morally worthy of support) than to recipients who appeared lazy (and thus morally unworthy of support). Subjects who scored low on this measure gave little regardless of the characteristics of the recipient.
Furthermore, when the recipient appeared lazy, there was virtually no difference between the offers from those who scored high on the HE scale and those who scored low. Only when the recipient appeared industrious did those who scored high on the measure give significantly more than those who scored low. The result is surprising because many researchers (including this one) would have expected people who score high on the measure to give unconditionally, like Jesus, and people who score low to give conditionally. Instead, those who scored higher on the HE scale gave like Martin Luther who, in 1523, wrote a proposal for organized poor relief that was to benefit only those who were clearly needy and had "honourably labored at their craft or in agriculture." (Martin Luther, 1523, cited in Piven and Cloward (1971) p. 9.) I term the combined motive to help others but to help conditionally as empathic responsiveness. Below, I present a model of inequity aversion -an extended version of the model of inequity aversion by Fehr and Schmidt (1999) -that offers a formal interpretation of empathic responsiveness. The model shows that for a donor's giving to respond to the perceived worthiness of recipients, she must have a high level of inequity aversion and be focused primarily on inequity between herself and the potential recipient (as opposed to caring about inequity between herself and all players in the game, which may include people who she does not interact with and is in no position to help). This definition of empathic responsiveness is similar to a definition of empathy by Preston and De Waal (2001) . They define empathy as the ability to attend and respond to another being. 1 Empathy in this sense may result not only in positive responses to another person, such as sympathy followed by helping behavior, but also in negative responses such as anger followed by revenge. The common element of these two 1 Another well-known interpretation of altruism is the empathy-altruism hypothesis of Daniel Batson and colleagues. The empathy-altruism hypothesis is that empathy is an emotion that can evoke altruistic motives (Batson, 1997b) . This area of research focuses on the determinants of empathy-induced helping. For example, imagining how another feels can increase empathy for that person (Batson, 1997a) . Adam Smith had similar insights in his Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759), where he wrote about the role that one's imagination about the experiences of another may play in social behavior (Smith, 2002) .
definitions is that they both require two things: i) a heightened focus on the potential recipient and ii) responsiveness to judgments about whether or not the potential recipient deserves help or punishment (which, broadly defined, may take the form of withholding of assistance).
The findings have implications for our understanding of two classes of social preferences:
reciprocal altruism and unconditional altruism. By reciprocal altruism, I mean a class of motives that are alike in that they all motivate costly rewards and punishments to others on the basis of what they deserve. For example, it is widely accepted that people are less generous to the poor if they believe that the poor are responsible for their own poverty (e.g., because they are lazy), and that people are more generous if they think the poor are not responsible for their own poverty (e.g., if they are poor despite hard efforts). 2 This effect could be driven either by concerns about the equity principle of distributive justice or by various notions of reciprocity. 3 In contrast, unconditional altruism motivates people to help others at a cost to themselves, without regard for the characteristics or intentions of the recipients. Examples of unconditional altruism include simple altruism (Becker, 1974) , warm-glow altruism (Andreoni, 1989) and egalitarianism (see Deutsch (1985) for a review). For the purposes of this paper, neither distinctions between different types of reciprocal altruism nor distinctions between different types of unconditional altruism are important. What matters is the difference between reciprocal altruism and unconditional altruism.
The findings of this paper open the possibility that the concept of unconditional altruism is a misinterpretation of pro-social behavior. If one were to take a snapshot of a social situation in which everyone has the same information and beliefs about a recipient and then observe who gives more, one might previously have interpreted the high-givers as simple altruists. The problem is that perceptions of the worthiness of recipients may vary considerably from one situation to the next, so people who are empathically responsive will give a lot in some situations and little in others. In this case, unconditional altruism will not accurately predict an individual's behavior across situations. In contrast, the empathic responsiveness interpretation says that if we know what beliefs people have about the worthiness of recipients, we can predict who will give by knowing who is empathically responsive. This interpretation suggests that there may be a single pro-social trait that can predict behavior in many different settings (e.g., charity, incomplete labor contracts, public redistribution) as a result of the information and beliefs that people have about others.
The findings do not fundamentally change what we know about reciprocal altruism. They do, however, improve our understanding of how reciprocal altruism works and who the altruistic reciprocators are. The findings suggest that it is the people who want to help others -that is, the people who are the most focused on inequity between themselves and people whom they can help -whose giving is the most likely to be elastic with respect to the perceived worthiness of the recipient. This is illuminating, because, as mentioned above, prior to this experiment, we might have expected those who say they want to help others to give unconditionally to everyone.
We also might have expected those who give conditionally to be the ones who give less on average and are less willing to help others -but this is not the case. The results also identify a useful methodological tool for identifying who is likely to reciprocate. Measures such as the HE scale may enable future research to identify potential reciprocal altruists and test whether or not reciprocal altruism is a stable motive that drives behavior in predictable ways across very different settings.
This paper was originally motivated by the literature on redistributive politics, which has been paying increasing attention to the fact that people support more redistribution if they believe that the poor are industrious rather than lazy. Perhaps the most important question this literature faces is where beliefs about causes of income come from. In an influential paper, Thomas Piketty (1995) focuses on the role of personal economic experiences in learning about the causes of income. According to this view, the key problem is to understand the determinants of left-wing or right-wing beliefs, i.e. political orientation. A different view assumes that beliefs about the worthiness of recipients are highly dependent on direct information that people get from their economic environment about causes of income or worthiness of recipients. According to this view, understanding left-wing or right-wing political orientation is not sufficient to understand redistributive politics. Beliefs about causes of income or judgments about the worthiness of recipients are at least partially endogenous to choices about how to redistribute and how much to redistribute (Alesina and Angeletos, 2002; Fong et al., forthcoming; Gilens, 1999; Heclo, 1986; Romer, 1994 produced the surprise finding of empathic responsiveness described above.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the design and procedures of the experiment. Section 3 presents the results. Section 4 interprets the findings by extending the Fehr-Schmidt model of inequity aversion to accommodate perceptions of the worthiness of others and the ability to focus on inequity between oneself and people whom one can help. Section 5 concludes.
Experimental Design and Procedures
The experiment was an n-donor dictator game. In each of three treatment conditions, about 45 donors were matched with a single real-life welfare recipient. 4 Each donor was given a five dollar show-up fee and ten dollars for participating in the experiment. Each donor read some information about the recipient, then privately and anonymously gave any amount of the ten dollar pie of his or her choosing -from zero to ten dollars -to the welfare recipient and kept the rest. So, the donor earned the five dollar participation fee plus ten dollars minus the donation to the recipient. Each recipient earned the sum of the donations from the donors she was matched with.
The experiment used three welfare recipients, one for each treatment. Each recipient provided information about herself in a short survey. All three were single African-American women with dependent children who did not have full-time jobs, received government assistance, had annual household incomes of less than $25,000, and were less than 55 years old.T P
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P T However, they differed according to their answers to the three final questions on our recipient recruitment survey, which were the following:
• If you don't work full-time, are you looking for more work? ______Yes, I am looking for more work. ______No, I am not looking for more work.
• If it were up to you, would you like to work full-time?
______Yes, I would like to work full-time.______No, I would not like to work full-time.
• During the last five years, have you held one job for more than a one-year period? Yes_____ No____
In one treatment condition, the welfare recipient answered "yes" to all three of these questions ("industrious"-recipient condition), in another, the recipient answered "no" to all three questions ("lazy"-recipient condition), and in a third, the last three questions were omitted (lowinformation condition).
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P T I chose these broad demographic categories in order to facilitate finding a suitable recipient for each condition.
Donors visited a web site to register for the experiment and complete the attitudinal survey during the week prior to the experiment. 6 When subjects arrived for the experiment, experimenters seated each of them alone in a private room and handed them instructions, ID stickers, a $5.00 bill for completing the web survey and $10.00 in one dollar bills for participating in the experiment. Subjects received their payment in cash right away in order to increase their sense of entitlement to the money. The procedures also provided as much anonymity as possible, allowing subjects to make anonymous and private decisions, but requiring them to place ID stickers on their offer envelope and exit survey. 7 In order to assure subjects that there was no deception in the experiment, I obtained a letter from an Associate
Provost of Carnegie Mellon University stating that I have certified that there is no deception in our experiment. Each subject received a copy of this letter with the instructions. I gave each subject verbal instructions according to a script (see Appendix B) and then told him or her to read the written instructions carefully. 8 Next, subjects randomly matched themselves to one of three welfare recipients by drawing a copy of the recipient's survey from a box. Dictators received no information about the recipients, 6 They had a three day window during which they could stop by anytime during certain hours to participate in the experiment. To prevent survey responses from affecting behavior in the experiment, subjects were not allowed to complete the survey and participate in the experiment on the same day. The number of elapsed days between completing the survey and participating on the experiment had no effect on the results. 7 The ID number was assigned to them by the webpage and was automatically entered along with their web survey responses.
8 I made minor changes to the procedures over the course of the first day (the first 20 subjects) to reduce noise and encourage subjects to read their recipient's survey. I gave no verbal instructions to the first 20 subjects. The results presented below are even stronger when I drop the first twenty observations. except that they were real people, until they went over to the box to draw a survey. 9 The fact that the recipient was a welfare recipient was stated both on a sign near the box of envelopes and in the recipient's survey. The only additional information subjects received about their recipients was that contained in the recipients' surveys.
Finally, the donor read the recipients' survey, chose how much of the ten dollar pie to give to the recipient, then sealed his or her donation together with the recipient's survey into an envelope and deposited it into a box. The donors completed exit surveys before leaving the experiment.
Design Considerations
There are two institutions in the real world that are most pertinent to this paper. These are private charities -which are n-donor dictator games -and voting over taxes and transfers.
Simple dictator games are not well suited for this study, which seeks to increase the external validity of research on social preferences by increasing the social content in and realism of the decisions subjects are asked to make. In a traditional dictator game, a gift may express concern about inequality in the earnings that two players make from the game itself. In contrast, in ndonor games, the recipient is likely to earn more than the donor from the game, but to be perceived as poorer than the donor in real life. If subjects give to a recipient when 44 other subjects are also giving, then either they are masochistic or they are acting on beliefs that this person is, in real life, poorer than they are. Charity does have one well-known complication, however: an individual's donation may decrease in the total amount donated by others. I discuss this issue in more detail below.
Voting is an important institution to study in future research, but is beyond the scope of this study. Under voting, the probability that a vote wins is inversely related to the number of voters.
This introduces a number of issues that have unknown behavioral consequences. If a subject wishes to appear generous when she is not, either to herself or to the experimenter, or if she has a point to express with her vote, it will be cheaper for her to do so under voting. She will also have less control over how much she ultimately gives and this may have unknown behavioral consequences.
Web Survey Design and Constructed Measures
The two main design challenges for the attitudinal survey were to choose the appropriate questions and to keep the survey as short as possible. There is a tradeoff between collecting more information from respondents and reducing the quality of the data by exhausting their attention. To maintain high-quality data, I imposed a page limit on the survey and only included the questions that were most pertinent to the study. Readers interested in other potential determinants of actual giving -including religiosity, and detailed socioeconomic data -may begin by consulting the large social surveys and the literature that uses them and then develop and test customized surveys for use in experiments like the one presented in this paper. Readers may also consult several other papers that have tested the effects of various personality and attitudinal measures on behavior in bargaining experiments.
10
10 It is beyond the scope of this paper to review all of the personality and attitudinal measures that have been developed and used to attempt to predict behavior. However, for some recent research using various measures in
The questions from the web survey are presented in the first column of the scales designed by Katz and Hass (1989) on humanitarianism and egalitarianism (questions [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] and the Protestant work ethic (questions 14-23); and a battery of questions about welfare recipients from the General Social Survey (questions 24-29). The survey also contains questions (1, 30, and 31) that are strong predictors of attitudes to redistribution and inequality in nationally representative data from the 1998 Gallup Organization Social Audit, "Haves and Have-nots" (Fong 2001) . I also included questions on general beliefs about the fairness of the income distribution and efficiency of redistribution (questions 2 and 3) to compare their effects of those of the variables that I was most interested in (humanitarianism and prior beliefs about the causes of income). Questions 2 and 3 had no significant effects on offers, which is consistent with my predictions. Katz and Hass (1989) designed the HE scale to measure communalism which, according to sociologists, embraces humanitarianism and egalitarianism and is one of two core American values (Lipset, 1967) . The other core value according to this body of literature is the Protestant work ethic. Katz and Hass predicted that humanitarians would respond with more empathy to blacks. They found that their humanitarianism scale correlated with a measure of "pro-black attitudes" and their Protestant work ethic scale correlated with "anti-black attitudes". In or conservative, to create a single measure of "conservative-liberal ideology" (Skitka and Tetlock, 1993) . However, "liberalism" and "conservatism" are part of what I seek to explain, so results from that literature combine concepts that I treat as explanatory variables with concepts that I treat as dependent variables. The goals of that literature are sufficiently different from mine that the results that have been published using the humanitarianism scale are not pertinent to this paper.
From these questions, I constructed two measures for the analysis. One is the standardized (to a mean of zero and standard deviation of one) sum of all of the questions in the HE scale except question 12.
11 I excluded question 12 from the analysis because it asks about the causes of criminality and is more related to the measure of causes of poverty and failure than to the importance of helping others. The second measure combines the questions about the causes of poverty and failure (17, 19, and 30) and increases in beliefs that circumstances beyond control rather than lack of effort cause poverty. These questions do not all have the same response scales, so I used their first principle component rather than the sum of the responses and then standardized it (to a mean of zero and standard deviation of one). 12 The second column of the table in Appendix A states whether each question had a significant relationship with offers in the pooled sample. A "yes" in this column means that both the ordinary least squares coefficient (with robust standard errors) and the Spearman rank correlation were significant, a "no" means neither was significant, and "Spearman" indicates that only the Spearman rank correlation was 11 Combining several questions into a single scale increases the measurement reliability.
12 Principal components analysis organizes the data into orthogonal linear combinations. The first principal component is the linear combination of the data that has the maximal variance. None of the results are sensitive to the choice of the sum or the first principle component of responses to form these measures.
significant. All of the individual questions used to construct the two measures used in this paper had significant correlations with offers in the pooled sample. 
Results
We conducted the web survey and the experiment in June of 2002. One hundred and forty-four subjects participated as dictators and three as recipients. Twenty dictators participated on the first day of the experiment, 31 on the second day, and 93 on the third day. There were 44 subjects each in the low-information and lazy-recipient conditions and 56 in the industriousrecipient condition. and about the prevalence of opportunity to get ahead had no significant effects on offers (except for one that had a significant effect in one of the tests). Elsewhere I have replicated this finding using nationally representative survey data from a Gallup Organization Social Audit (Gallup Organization, 1998) and the General Social Survey. Beliefs about the specific category of person who is the recipient of redistribution have much larger effects on support for governmental redistribution than general beliefs that the economy is a meritocracy (Fong, 2004 ).
Treatment effects
14 One subject in the low-information condition gave $15.00 even though the maximum allowed offer was $10.00.
If this observation is top-coded to $10.00, then the mean offer in the low-information condition falls to $3.09.
However, rather than top-code that observation to $10.00, I present median regression results along with ordinary least squares results so that readers may judge the sensitivity or lack thereof of the results to this and other potential outliers.
industrious-recipient conditions were significantly different at the ten percent level (p = 0.053) and offers in the low-information condition and lazy-recipient condition were significantly different at the five-percent level (p = 0.031). Note that the mean offer was higher in the lowinformation condition than the industrious-recipient condition, which was unexpected. However, none of the tests used in the analysis for this paper showed a significant difference between offers in these two treatment conditions. In fact, none of the treatment effects on offers were robust. For example, in median regressions predicting offers, there were no significant effects of the treatment dummies.
The failure to find significant treatment effects is not due to a manipulation failure, because the treatment conditions had highly significant effects on the donors' posterior beliefs about why their recipients were poor. Table 1 presents, for each treatment condition, the frequencies of responses to the following exit survey question: "Which of the following explains why your recipient is poor: a) lack of effort on his or her part, b) circumstances beyond his or her control, c) both." Table 1 clearly shows that beliefs that the recipient was poor because of lack of effort were much stronger in the lazy-recipient condition and beliefs that the recipient was poor because of circumstances were much stronger in the industrious-recipient condition. According to the Kruskal-Wallis test, the distribution of responses was significantly different across treatments at the one-percent level. Ordered probit analyses predicting ordered responses to the exit survey question also show highly significant treatment effects in the expected direction.
One possible reason for the small treatment effects on the offers is that this experiment is tightly controlled; all three recipients belong to the same social category (single, poor, black mothers on public assistance). Other studies that compare offers to recipients from extremely different social categories show much larger effects. For example, Eckel and Grossman (1996) found that subjects gave roughly three times more to the American Red Cross than to anonymous subjects.
Offers in the lazy-recipient treatment condition were higher than the mean offers in doubleblind single-donor dictator games, but lower than offers in many other single-donor dictator games that have been reported. 15 The design of the experiment encourages low offers in a number of ways. First, following Hoffman, McCabe, and Smith (1996) , we offered as much anonymity to donors as possible, except that ID numbers were attached to responses. Second, we used language intended to make subjects feel entitled to the ten dollar pie. 16 Third, this experiment is an n-donor dictator game rather than a two-person game, which may cause an individual's offer to decrease in the total amount given by others. 17 Fourth, people do not like to support welfare recipients. Nationally representative survey experiments that randomly vary descriptions of recipients and ask about attitudinal support for governmental assistance to them show dramatically less support for government spending on "welfare" than on other types of means-tested aid (Gilens, 1999; Heclo, 1986) . It has also been found that there is a negative exposure effect on support for welfare. People register less support for welfare if they live in Census tracts where a higher fraction of the residents are welfare recipients (Luttmer, 2001 ).
There is, however, at least one effect that may operate in the other direction. People exhibit 15 See Camerer (2003) for a review of bargaining game results. 16 We told subjects that they had "earned" the ten dollars that was to be divided for their participation in the experiment. Subjects who have earned their money (e.g., by performing well on a quiz) as opposed to simply receiving it from an experimenter earn more in bargaining games; they offer less to other subjects and other subjects demand less from them (Cherry et al., 2002; Hoffman and Spitzer, 1985) . more generosity to recipients who been identified and when the social distance between players has been reduced by providing information about the identity of those who play against one another (Bohnet and Frey, 1999; Jenni and Loewenstein, 1997; Small and Loewenstein, 2003) .
Overview of attitudinal effects
There is no evidence to support the prediction that prior beliefs and values would have stronger effects on offers in the low-information treatment condition than in the two high-information conditions. Instead, beliefs about the causes of poverty and failure had their strongest effect in the lazy-recipient condition and the HE scale had its strongest effect in the industrious-recipient In unreported analysis, I found that of the correlation between the beliefs about the causes of poverty and failure in the lazy-recipient condition is sensitive to specification. For example, in median regressions predicting offers in the lazy-recipient condition, the effect of the beliefs about causes of poverty and failure on offers becomes insignificant after including either a dummy for male or a dummy for U.S. born, even though neither of these demographic characteristics have robust significant effects on offers in any treatment condition.
In contrast, the correlation between the HE scale and offers in the industrious-recipient condition is very robust. In median regressions predicting offers in the industrious-recipient condition with the HE scale and various other variables, the effect of the HE scale remains highly significant when other variables -including dummies for male and US born and the prior beliefs about causes of poverty and failure -are included. This strong effect of the HE scale in the industrious-recipient condition and its weak effect in the lazy-recipient condition reflects the empathic responsiveness effect. The empathic responsiveness effect, which is the only robust finding from this experiment, is presented in more detail in the following section. conditions. Second, it shows that the effect of scoring in the middle of the distribution of the HE scale is weak at best.
The empathic responsiveness effect
The interesting effects are driven by those who score in the upper third of the distribution of the HE scale. These effects are highlighted with bold type in Table 2 . In the industriousrecipient condition, those who scored high on the HE scale gave significantly more than those who scored low, but in the lazy-recipient condition, they gave virtually the same amount. 18 In the industrious-recipient condition, the response from high HE scorers was dramatic. The 18 In the low-information condition, there is no robust evidence that high HE scorers give more (the OLS and median regressions fail to produce consistent findings.
median offer from high HE scorers was $5.00, or 50% of the pie, which was $4.00 more than the median offer from those who scored low on the HE scale. The mean offer from those who scored high on the HE scale was $4.79, which was $3.26 more than the mean offer from those who scored low on the HE scale.
Looking across the rows of Table 2 shows that those who scored low on the HE scale gave virtually the same amount in all three treatment conditions while those who scored high on the HE scale gave substantially more in the industrious-recipient condition than in the lazy-recipient condition. The behavior of those who scored in the middle of the HE score appears somewhat erratic. A simple way to present the significance levels of these differences is to estimate the interaction effects the other way: to estimate treatment effects within the sub-samples of subjects who had low, middle and high scores on the HE scale. Table 3 presents these estimates. The estimated means and medians for each treatment condition in each sub-group can be read from either Table 2 or Table 3 . What Table 3 shows is that the treatment effects of those who score high on the HE scale are highly significant using both estimators (columns 5 and 6). In contrast, none of the treatment effects were significant among those who scored in the bottom or the middle of the distribution of the HE scale (columns 1-4).
Model
This section extends the Fehr-Schmidt (1999) model of inequity aversion -which is one of the more tractable fairness models -to show how judgments of worthiness may matter and how empathic responsiveness may occur.T P
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Let us specify the utility of individual i as follows:
where cB i B and cB j B are consumption of individuals i and j, respectively, n is the total number of players with whom i compares her consumption, 0 ≤ βB i B < 1 is a parameter capturing aversion to advantageous inequity and αB i B ≥ βB i B is a parameter capturing aversion to disadvantageous inequity.
The assumption that αB i B ≥ βB i B captures the finding that the distaste for having less than other people is stronger than the distaste for having more (Loewenstein et al., 1989) . θ because it is necessary to accommodate the fact that the equitable distribution of consumption may involve unequal consumption levels. A second difference is that Fehr and Schmidt (1999) focused on cases where n equals the total number of players in the game. I will highlight the T P
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For other recently developed fairness models see Rabin (1993) , Falk and Fischbacher (1998) , Levine (1998) , Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger (1999) , and Bolton and Ockenfels (2000) . See Sobel (2001 ), Camerer (2003 , and Fehr and Schmidt (forthcoming) for reviews of the extensive literature on fairness.
effects of focusing on inequity between oneself and those one can potentially help (so that n may be less than the total number of players in the game). I will refer to the n-1 people to whom individual i compares her consumption level as i's focus of inequity. The second term of (1) says that the individual bears a utility cost from the average amount of disadvantageous inequity between herself and the people who are the focus of her inequity aversion. Similarly, the third term of (1) measures aversion to the average amount of advantageous inequity that i experiences between herself and those who are the focus of her inequity aversion.
In the experiment described above, the consumption levels of the players are: Finally, let us assume that from i's perspective,
. This is the assumption that Fehr and Schmidt make, namely that in traditional laboratory experiments using traditional subjects who are similar to each other (e.g., university students), the equitable distribution of payoffs is equality.
Under these assumptions, there is no inequity between the donors. The only inequity that can arise is between a donor and a welfare recipient. If i experiences advantageous inequity before offering money, i.e., if 
This assumption is consistent with experimental evidence. Subjects' own actions tend to be associated with their beliefs that other players will take that same action, and experimental evidence suggests that the causality goes in both directions (Dawes et al., 1977) . Behavior may have a causal effect on beliefs because: "Individuals may decide to use their own behavior as information about what other people would do; after all … if I do this, it follows that my peers may do so also. In addition, there is the possibility as I make up my mind to defect or cooperate, the reasons leading up to the choice I finally make become more salient, while those leading up to the other choice become less so." (Dawes et al., 1977, p. 10) . 
Donor i will either offer zero or the amount that achieves zero inequity. In the internal solution, the optimal offer increases in the perceived worthiness of the recipient and decreases in the perceived total amount given by others. To summarize, the model suggests a definition of empathic responsiveness and shows why conditional giving increases in empathic responsiveness. Empathic responsiveness can be interpreted as a combination of i) a high value of i β and ii) a focus on inequity between oneself and the potential recipient rather than a focus on inequity between oneself and everyone in the game (including those whom donor i does not interact with and cannot help). By this definition, empathic responsiveness makes people more likely to choose the interior solution where offers depend on the perceived worthiness of the recipient. Those who are low in empathic responsiveness will choose the corner solution where offers are independent of the perceived worthiness of the recipient.
Conclusion
This paper presented and interpreted a finding that people who score high on a measure of humanitarian and egalitarian values have giving that is highly responsive to the perceived worthiness of recipients. This is surprising because we might have expected people who score high on this measure to behave like unconditional altruists, giving equally to all recipients, and people who score low on the measure giving only when the recipient appears worthy. In fact, subjects who scored high on this measure were the only subjects whose giving depended on the perceived worthiness of recipients. Their median offer to the recipient who appeared industrious was $5.00 out of a $10.00 pie, while the median offer of those who scored low on the measure was only $1.00. In contrast, when the recipient appeared lazy, the median offer from those who scored high on the measure was only $1.00 and did not differ from the median offer of those who scored low on the measure.
As I have shown, this phenomenon can be interpreted by extending the Fehr-Schmidt model of inequity aversion to accommodate perceptions of worthiness of recipients and the extent to which inequity aversion is focused on potential recipients rather than also being applied to other players in the game. That is, empathic responsiveness is a combination of a heightened concern for those whom one can help and a stronger desire for equity.
The results of this paper suggest that empathic responsiveness can predict behavior across situations that differ according to individuals' perceptions of the worthiness of the recipients.
Unconditional altruism cannot do this. For example, inter-generational transfers have often been modeled as motivated by unconditional altruism. Yet, are those who behave altruistically to their aging parents or their children necessarily altruistic to the poor? The empathic responsiveness interpretation suggests not; a single trait could predict large transfers to one's parents but little generosity to the poor if one believes that one's parents deserve help but the poor do not.
Verbal Instructions:
This is an economics experiment and you will be paired with a REAL person in a drawing which works like this. In the blue box [pointed to it] there are copies of surveys completed by other people. Draw one envelope, take the survey out of the envelope, and read the survey CAREFULLY. You will then have a chance to decide if you would like to allocate any of the money for participating today to the other person. That is, you will decide if you would like to give the other person any amount from zero to ten dollars. After you have made your decision, put the person's survey back in the envelope, put any money you may choose to allocate in the envelope, close the envelope, seal it carefully, and put one ID sticker on the outside. It's a good idea to put the sticker on the seal of the envelope so we can verify that no one tampers with it. Now, there's one more thing. Each person who has a copy of their survey in that box will be paired with about 45 people in this experiment. That means that the total amount of money they will earn in this experiment is the total that you and about 44 other people choose to allocate that person. Now I'd like you to read three sets of instructions carefully. First, carefully read this set [point to set on desk]. Second carefully read the short paragraph outside of the box. Third, draw an envelope, and CAREFULLY read the survey. Then, after that there is a short set of instructions. Finally, when you are done, take your second ID sticker and see one of us. Thanks a lot. Let me know if you have any questions.
Written Instructions
You have completed an Internet survey and are about to participate in an economics experiment. You have been paid $5.00 for the survey and $10.00 for participating in an experiment. You have also received stickers which state your experiment ID number. This number matches the number that was generated for you on-line when you registered for the experiment. Please do not lose these stickers because you will need them to complete the experiment.
There are two boxes in this room. The blue one holds envelopes surveys filled out by real people about their income sources and work activity. When the time comes, you will go to the blue box and randomly draw exactly one of these envelopes. You will have an opportunity to reallocate any portion of the $10.00 you received for participating in this experiment to the person whose survey you draw. You will place the survey, along with any money you may wish to reallocate, back into the envelope and then deposit the envelope into the red box.
You may be aware that in some studies, subjects are not always told the truth. This study is an exception. To assure you that all procedures have been and will be carried out exactly as stated in the instructions and that there is no deception in this experiment, we have asked the Associate Provost of Carnegie Mellon University, Dr. Susan Burkett, to attest to the fact that there is no deception in this experiment, that all procedures have been and will be carried out exactly as stated in the instructions, and that all allocations of money made by subjects will be paid in exactly the amounts chosen by the subjects. A copy of this certification with Associate Provost Susan Burkett's signature is attached and the original is posted by the blue box.
Feel free to read these instructions as often as you like. If you have any questions, please raise your hand and an experimenter will assist you. If you feel you understand these instructions, please go to the blue box and follow the instructions posted there.
Text of sign placed on box that contained recipient surveys:
This box contains copies of surveys completed by welfare recipients (e.g., recipients of government Temporary Assistance to Needy Families and/or Food Stamps). In this drawing, each welfare recipient will be paired with roughly 45 subjects. Therefore, the welfare recipient you draw will be paired with 44 other subjects. Please draw a survey and read it carefully.
Instructions included with recipient survey in the envelope drawn from the box:
If you would like to reallocate any of the $10.00 that you received for participating in this experiment to the welfare recipient whose survey you drew, please place the money in the large yellow envelope that contained the survey.
Regardless of the amount you allocate please put the welfare recipient's survey back into the large yellow envelope, seal it, and affix one ID sticker to the outside. Now deposit this envelope in the red box on your right. At the end of the day we will record all reallocations by ID number and then we will write a check to each recipient in the amount of her earnings from the experiment. We will send the check by certified mail.
When you have made your decision and deposited the envelope containing the survey and any money you wish to reallocate, please see an experimenter. Be sure to take your remaining ID sticker with you. a One individual gave $15.00 even though $10.00 was the maximum allowed. When this data point is top-coded to $10.00 the mean offer in this condition is $3.091. b Two observations are missing for the posterior beliefs in the industrious-recipient condition. c Rows 2-5 tabulate responses to the exit survey question: "Which of the following explains why your recipient is poor?" 
OLS (2) Median Reg.
OLS (4) Median Reg. Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted category is those with low scores on the HE scale. * significant at the 10% level; ** significant at the 5% level; *** significant at the 1% level. Standard errors in parentheses. The omitted category is the lazy-recipient condition. * significant at the 10% level; ** significant at the 5% level; *** significant at the 1% level. The most frequent responses were "food," "children," and "necessities." Very few subjects listed negative uses of the money.
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